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In terms of scholarship, as journals concerned with writing
centers developed in the late 70s and early 80s, the literature reflected this

non-interventionist ideology, cautioning tutors about imposing their own

ideas on a student's text, talking too much, making changes to the

student's language, and, generally, having too much influence on the
conference. This non-directive model is often ascribed to StephenNorth's
"The Idea of a Writing Center," although the policy is more explicitly
articulated in Jeff Brooks' essay on "Minimalist Tutoring, " which may be
summarized as follows:

(If) tutoring is about improving the writer, not the writing,
practice must follow from that premise. If our focus is on the
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writer, so the logic goes, directive tutoring is out. If our goal is not

to improve the writing itself, editing and proofreading are inappropriate. (1)

Moreover, the concept of minimalist tutoring has continued to predominate, as is noted in Thomas Thompson's 1997 description of the Writing
Center at the Citadel:

[Tļutors try to avoid taking pen in hand when discussing a student

paper. They may discuss content, and they may use the Socratic
method to lead students to discover their own conclusions, but
tutors are instructed not to tell students what a passage means or

give students a particular word to complete a particular thought.

(13)

As I have argued elsewhere, non-directive pedagogy also derived from a
need to assure suspicious colleagues in other departments that writing

center instruction did not equal plagiarism (Clark 1996; 1999), but
whatever the rationale, writing center advocacy of non-directive tutoring
is now so well-established that it has been characterized as a writing center
"bible " (Shamoon and Burns), writing center "dogma" (Clark 1990), or
a writing center "mantra" (Blau), a tutoring approach that is so generally
accepted that it is "hard for practitioners to accept possible tutoring
alternatives as useful or compelling" (Shamoon and Burns 135).

The publication of Shamoon and Burns' "A Critique of Pure
Tutoring" in the 1995 edition of The Writing Center Journal, therefore,
caused a stir among writing center scholars, because it suggested that
"directive tutoring, a methodology completely opposite our current tutor-

ing practices, is sometimes a suitable and effective mode of instruction"
( 1 34). Challenging "current tutoring orthodoxy" on the basis of their own
personal experiences in learning to write at the graduate level, the authors
cited the example of a thesis director who intervened directly in a Master' s

thesis, directly showing the student, in this case, Deborah Burns, how to

revise her draft so that it conformed to the conventions of academic

discourse. The article also pointed to examples outside the discipline, in
particular, the practice of master classes in music education in which there

is an open admission that "some individuals have more knowledge and
skill than others, and that the knowledge and skills are being 'handed

down'" (141).

Intrigued with this article partly because it supported a position
that I, too, had advocated, and partly because I had been cited in it as a
proponent of the non-directive approach, I assigned the thirty graduate
tutors I had recently trained in the fall of 1995 to write a response to the

Shamoon/Burns piece based on the training they had received and the
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tutoring experience they had had over a three month period. Their
observations, a summary of which was published in the Spring 1996

edition of The Writing Center Journal, presented several thought-provok-

ing ideas on the subject, a few of them contradictory. These include the
following:

• That writing center tutoring is not really non-directive, even if
tutors ask questions, because the questions tutors ask lead students in one direction or another;
• That a non-directive approach makes students feel more comfortable;

• That a non-directive approach is more suitable for non-native
speakers;

• That a non-directive approach is more conducive to student
learning;
• That a directive approach to tutoring is more suitable for novice
writers;

• That a directive approach to tutoring is more suitable for advanced writers.

These insights raise a number of problematic issues concerning the
relationship between tutoring style and learning, as well as questions
about the suitability of one style or another for different student popula-

tions. However, what neither the Shamoon/Burns article nor my tutors'
responses to it address is what the term "directiveness" actually means. An

extremely directive tutor will, presumably, tell the student exactly what
to do and an extremely non-directive tutor will say nothing at all except
for making a few encouraging noises. But if a tutor asks a lot of questions,
does that mean she is directive or non-directive? In this context, one of my

own consultants, when I asked her if she considered herself a directive or
a non-directive tutor, said that she considered herself neither, that she was,
in fact, a "manipulative" tutor - that is, someone who directed the confer-

ence through the use of questions, much as Socrates determined the

direction of the Platonic dialogues. Thus, although in the literature
concerned with writing centers, "directiveness" is frequently presented in

terms of an either/or dichotomy, in actuality, the concept should be
considered a continuum, directiveness being a matter of degree, and, to
some extent, perception.
In this essay, which reports the results of a National (now International) Writing Centers Association study conducted in Spring 2000, 1
present the concept of directiveness as a continuum that can be defined in

terms of particular characteristics - specifically through speaking, contributing ideas, making corrections, and influencing what was discussed

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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in the conference. The study focused on the following questions (see
appendices for questionnaires):
1 . Do students ' perceptions of a conference as either directive or

non-directive correspond to the perceptions of consultants?
Directiveness in this study was defined in terms of contribut-

ing ideas (Student question #7, Consultant question #5),
making corrections (Student question #8, Consultant question #6), influencing what was discussed (Student question
#9, Consultant question #7), and speaking (Student question
#10, Consultant question #8).
2. Do different types of student writers have different perceptions of directiveness in a writing center conference - that is,

do the views of students who think of themselves as "poor
writers" differ from those who think of themselves as "good

writers" on the subject of who had more influence over the

conference?

3. Does the concept of directiveness impact students' satisfaction with a writing center conference? In this study, satisfac-

tion was measured through question #1 1 (satisfaction with

consultant influence), question #14 (was the conference
helpful?), question #15 (will the paper be better?), and
question #16 (did you learn something?).
Method

In the spring of 2000, randomly selected students who visited the

Writing Center at the University of Southern California responded to a
questionnaire aimed at pinpointing elements associated with the concept
of directiveness and non-directiveness (influence over conference, making corrections, speaking, contributing ideas). Students filled out the
questionnaire immediately after they had finished a conference, and all
students completing the survey were enrolled in various classes taught by
the Writing Program: 29 students in remedial classes (Writing 095), 30

students in regular Freshman Writing classes (Writing 140), and 29
students in upper division writing classes (Writing 340), a total of 88
students. Consultants also completed a similar questionnaire after the
completion of the conference, and a small, non-monetary reward for both

students and consultants was used as compensation. The data is reported,
for the most part, as means and cross tabulations.
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The Focus of the Study

The study focused on three main issues associated with the
concept of directiveness in the Writing Center. The first was concerned
with how students and consultants viewed elements of the Writing Center

conference that contribute to directiveness, that is, how many ideas
consultants had contributed, how many corrections consultants had made,

how much consultants had spoken, and how much influence consultants

had had over the conference. A second issue focused on whether different

types of writers perceived directiveness in a conference differently. In this
context, students were asked to rate themselves as writers, as either poor,

adequate, or good, and their self-perceptions were compared with the
perceptions of consultants. Differences between these three groups of
students, those who viewed themselves as poor, adequate, and good, were
then applied to concepts associated with directiveness, specifically to
their perception of how much influence consultants had had over the
conference and how many ideas consultants had contributed. Finally, the
study examined student satisfaction with the conference, satisfaction
being defined in terms of satisfaction with consultant influence, how
helpful students felt the conference had been, whether students felt they

had learned something during the conference that they would be able to
apply to a subsequent paper, and whether they felt that their papers would
be better after the conference.
Results

The results of this study suggest that perceptions between consultants and students differed considerably on a number of elements
associated with directiveness - on how many ideas the consultants had
contributed, on how many corrections consultants had made, and on how
much influence consultants had had over what was discussed at the

conference. The following analysis focuses on three groups of tables:
those which relate specifically to questions of directiveness, those which
differentiate students by self-perceived writing ability and link those
differences to their perceptions of the conference, and those which

examine levels of student satisfaction (one additional table measures

differences between students' and consultants' perceptions of students'
writing ability).

Measuring Directiveness
A central issue on questions of directiveness is whether or not
students and teachers agree on what is happening in the conference setting.

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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The results in the following tables indicate that students and consultants
have very different perceptions of the issue of directiveness. The analysis

of the first table (Table l)1 shows a marked, even radical, disjunction
between student and consultant perceptions of what had occurred during
the conference. Overall, only 3.7% (3/82) of the consultants thought that
they had contributed "many ideas" to the student's paper, but, in contrast,

36.6% of students (30/82) thought that the consultants had contributed
"many ideas" to their papers. This difference is a clear indication of the
difficulty of identifying easily the issue of directiveness. Moreover, only
22% (18/82) were in agreement in specific instances (the students and the
consultants on the diagonal). What this table indicates is that the students
attributed a greater role to the consultants than consultants attributed to
themselves, which suggests that students perceived the consultant as
having been more directive than the consultants believed they had been.
A test of the difference between consultant and student perceptions in
terms of contributing ideas is statistically significant. However, it must

Table 1: Perceptions of Consultants' Contributing Ideas
CONTRIBUTING
IDEAS

!

!

^

STUDENTS CONSULTANTS

^

No Ideas A Few Some Many Total
Ideas Ideas Ideas

No
A

Ideas

few

Some

0

Ideas
Ideas

4
5

0
10
19

2

0

2

7

0

21

4

1

29

Many Ideas 4 13 11 2 30
Total

also

13

be

42

24

noted

students
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to guide and suggest, rather than directly lead them. It is therefore possible

that consultants were reluctant to view themselves as having contributed
many ideas, which might explain the fact that only 3 chose that category.

Nevertheless, although this interpretation should be considered, the fact
remains that students' and consultants' perceptions differed significantly
in this area. Moreover, summing the diagonal indicates that in terms of
each individual case, there was agreement on only 1 6 out of 82 responses.
The pattern of strong differences between students and consultants is also illustrated in Table 2. While 1 5.6% of the consultants felt that

they had made many corrections, 35.1% of the students felt that the
consultants had made many corrections. There was also great discrepancy
in the individual responses within the table (Table 2). For example, in the

category of a few corrections, only 19 students chose this category
compared to 30 consultants. Overall, examining the diagonal of the table,
a little more than one third of students and consultants agreed on the level

to which corrections were suggested by consultants. In terms of many

corrections, 27 students chose this category as opposed to only 12

consultants. Thus, in terms of making corrections, students attributed a
greater role to consultants than consultants attributed to themselves,
although, again, as in the case of contributing ideas, it must be noted that

consultants had been trained not to overwhelm students with corrections

and may have been disinclined to think that they had made many
corrections. This factor, nothwithstanding, however, there is no question
that the perceptions of the students were different from those of the

consultants.

Table 2: Perceptions of Consultants' Making Corrections
MAKING

CORRECTIONS

!

!

^

STUDENTS CONSULTANTS

None A Few Some Many Total
No

Corrections

2

1

10

4

A Few Corrections 5 9 4 1 19

Some Corrections 3 10 10 4 27

Many Corrections 3 10 7 7 27
Total
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The third measure of directiveness relates to the actual conversa-

tion during the consultation. Here the differences were not as great.
Nevertheless, in terms of who had had more influence over what was
discussed at the conference, there was some disagreement in perception.
The mean for consultants was 6.34, whereas the mean for students was

7.22 (Table 3).

Table 3: Speaking and Influence Students'/Consultants' Views

Spoke Standard Influence Standard

Deviation Deviation

Consultants 4.758621 1.728037 6.341176 2.090528
Students 4.62363 1.257217 7.22093 1.85599

Overall, responses to the questionnaires indica
differences in perceptions between students and co
elements associated with directiveness. This result

tion of directiveness is strongly influenced by
participants in the conference, students tendin

directiveness than did consultants.

Differences among Students

The second issue addressed in this study was concerned with
whether different types of students (defined in terms of their selfperceived writing ability) have different perceptions of directiveness that is, do the views of students who view themselves as poor writers differ

from those who view themselves as good writers? To determine this, a
preliminary question asked students to rate themselves as writers - as
poor, adequate, or good - a question that was also asked of the consultants, the results indicating that ratings between students and consultants
were considerably different. Table 4 shows how students rated their own
writing abilities compared with the ratings of their abilities given by
consultants, indicating differences between the two in all categories poor, adequate, and good. Summarizing the table shows that there was
little agreement in the perceptions of the two groups. A Chi-Square test of

agreement between students and consultants showed a statistically significant difference - that is, there is no parallel in the results of the two
groups. Less than half (44%) of all responses matched on the diagonal in
Table 4. For example, 12 students rated themselves as "good" writers,
while 18 writers were rated as "good" by consultants.

https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/wcj/vol22/iss1/4
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Table 4: Student/Consultant Differences in Perceived

Writing Ability

Perceived Writing Ability
Consultants

Students Poor Adequate Good Total
Poor

7

12

Adequate
Good

Total

10

0

17

23

5

40

Within

actual

4

23

7

7

12

18

the

49

84

confines

abilities

students
theless,

as

abilities

of

the

underrated
is

shown

strongly

Center conference associated with directiveness.

th

in

The first table which analyzes the impact of student self-perceived differences is Table 5, which shows that students who define
themselves as good writers tend to perceive less consultant influence over
the conference than students who define themselves as poor or adequate.
Table 6 indicates that although most students felt that consultants had
contributed either a few or some ideas, more students who felt that they
were "poor" writers felt that consultants had contributed "many ideas"
than did students who felt that they were "good" writers.
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Table 5: Students' Perceived Writing Ability Compared with
Perception of How Much Influence Consultants Had over What
Was Discussed at the Conference

Writing Mean Standard Min Max N
Ability Deviation
Poor

7.3333

2.3713

2

10

24

Adequate 7.2708 1.7227 4 10 48
Good

6.8571

1.2924

Total

7.2209

1.856

Table

How

6:

5

2

9

10

14

86

Self-Assessed

Many

Ideas

Student

Consultants

No Ideas A Few Ideas Some Ideas Many Ideas

Writing Count Row Count Row Count Row Count Row
Ability

%

%

%

%

Poor 2 8.3% 6 25% 8 33.3% 8 33.3%

Adequate 0 0% 11 22.4% 16 32.7% 20 40.8%
Good 0 0% 4 28.6% 7 50% 2 14.3%

Overall Satisfaction with the Writin

The third issue addressed in this
perceptions of directiveness impacted

conference. The results indicate that diff
did not impact students' overall satisfacti

conference. Although students who ra
students perceived the degree of consu
them indicated satisfaction with the de

indicated in Table 7. Moreover, in t
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conference's success (how helpful students felt the conference was,
whether students learned something that could be applied to a subsequent
writing task, and whether they felt their papers were better), all students
indicated that the conference had been effective.
Table 7: Were You Satisfied with How Much Your Consultant

Influenced What Was Discussed at the Conference?
Prefer More Satisfied Prefer Less

Writing Count % Count % Count %
Ability
Poor

3

12.5%

21

87.55%

0

0%

Adequate 3 6.1% 44 89.8% 1 2%
Good

1

7.1%

Total

12

7

85.7%
77

0

0%

1

Table
8
indicate
as
poor,
ade
been
helpful.
Tab
classes
felt
that
next
paper
they
as
poor,
adequate,
conference,
cert
selves

Table
8:
SelfA
How
Helpful
Th

Writing Mean Standard Min Max N
Ability Deviation
Poor

8.125

2.1931

2

10

24

Adequate 8.1458 1.5709 4 10 48
Good

8.0714

1.6392

4

10

14

Total 8.1279 1.7543 2 10 86
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Table 9: Did You Learn Something During This Conference that
You Will be able to Apply to the Next Paper You Write?

Categorized

by

Class

Learn

No

Yes

Course Count Row % Count Row %
95

2

140
340

6.9%

3.3%
1

26

0%

3.3%

Table 10:
Whether

89.7%

25
28

96.2%
93.6%

Perceived Stu
Their Papers

Writing Mean Standard Min Max N
Ability Deviation

Poor 7^625 1.7147 4 10 24
Adequate 7.9375 1.6426 4 10 48
Good

7.8462

1.573

4

10

13

Total 7.8353 1.6392 4 10 85

Observations on the Directiveness Debate
The results of this study indicate that students and consultants
differed in their perceptions of whether a writing center consultant had
been directive or non-directive. Although there were some exceptions, the

general tendency was for students to attribute a more significant or
"directive" role to consultants than consultants attributed to themselves,
a result that may also have been influenced by the fact that the consultants
had been trained to restrain their own tendencies toward directiveness and
thus might have been disinclined to perceive their behavior as directive in

any way. However, there were also significant differences in the percep-
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tions of the students. On the other hand, as a reviewer of this article
suggested, it is also possible that the consultants were telling the truth. It

could be that the students thought more was happening than actually did

happen, since they are so unaccustomed to someone talking to them
individually about their writing that even the most meager statement
might have been seen as grand. These possibilities must be taken into
consideration. However, what did emerge clearly from this study was that

students who saw themselves as poor writers tended to attribute a more
significant role to the consultant than did those who saw themselves as
"good" writers.
These differences in students' perceptions of directiveness based
on self-assessed writing ability may be explained in terms of what is
known about attribution, a concept that reflects the extent to which we
conceive of ourselves as directly responsible for a particular success or

whether we "attribute" that success to the efforts or abilities or others. As

Bernard Weiner explains, in an achievement oriented situation, the degree

to which we view ourselves as competent contributes significantly to our

explanations for success (1986). In this context, students who rated
themselves as "good" writers probably did so because they had experi-

enced previous success in writing due to their own ability and effort, since

"attribution of success produces a high expectancy of future success"
(229). These self-assessed "good" writers were more likely to feel that
they, rather than the consultants, had contributed to the direction and
success of the conference. In contrast, students who thought of themselves
as "poor" writers, either because they were non-native speakers who were
insecure in their ability to write in English or because they had not
experienced a great deal of past writing success for other reasons, tended
to attribute a more important role to their consultants. What is particularly
significant, however, is that all groups of students seemed satisfied with
the consultants' degree of directiveness. The poorer students apparently

liked what they perceived as a more directive conference; the good

students were satisfied with a less directive one. It is also possible that
consultants unconsciously assumed a more directive role with students
they perceived as less capable, or that the more able students readily
moved into a more active role, thereby influencing consultants to be less
directive. Moreover, yet another possibility is that the consultant was
being non-directive to both the poor and the good student, but that the poor

and good students saw the same behavior differently.
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Directiveness as a Function of Perception: Pedagogical
Implications
The results of this study suggest that directiveness in writing
center tutoring cannot be constructed in absolute terms, that students and
tutors differ in their perceptions of what occurs during a conference, and
that students differ among themselves in their perception of directiveness.

Students are more likely to perceive directiveness in consultants than
consultants perceive in themselves, and poor writers are more likely to
view consultants as directive than are good students.
What are the implications of this study for writing center pedagogy? The most positive and reassuring result is that all student partici-

pants, whether or not they perceived the consultant as having been
directive, felt that the conference had been helpful and that they had
learned something as a result of their visit to the Writing Center. This
suggests that perhaps it is the individual attention and the opportunity to

discuss a paper in terms of topic and process that contribute most
significantly to student satisfaction and that the notion of a "best" way to

conduct a writing center conference, like the "best" way to do anything
involving human interaction, cannot be determined in any absolute sense.
In terms of writing center training, this study indicates the importance of

fostering tutor awareness of the directive/non-direcitve continuum, encouraging, as one of my reviewers phrased it, neither a "hard-nosed, redpencil, awk/frag tell them what to do tutoring style, nor one in which a
silent person makes affirming agreeing noises." It also reinforces the
necessity of developing a flexible approach to the issue of tutor directiveness
and of fostering awareness of differences in students' learning styles. As
Nancy Grimm stresses in Good Intentions: Writing Center Work for
Postmodern Times, it is important for writing center coaches to engage in
"authentic listening" (69) and to develop "asymmetrical reciprocity" in
which power differentials are acknowledged but learning is regarded as
mutual and transforming (113-1 14).

Notes

1 To help readers understand cross tables and the significance of
summing the diagonal to obtain correspondences, I offer the following
explanation, using hypothetical figures:
Let us assume that we have ten students and ten consultants, each
group rating the students ' writing ability as either poor, adequate, or good,

and that there was total agreement between them (obviously a hypothetical situation). Student #1 rated himself as "poor" and his consultant also
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rated him as "poor." Student #2 rated herself as "good," and her consultant
also rated her as "good," and so on. Information could be presented in chart
form as follows:

Students Poor Adequate Good Consult Poor Adequate Good

#1

X

#2

#3

#5

#6

X

#7

#8

#9

#10

X

#10

X

Information from this chart could be presented in a cross table
that would be constructed as shown below. The information for students
would be entered horizontally and information for consultants would be
entered vertically.
CONSULTANTS

Students Poor Adequate Good Total
Poor

Adequate
Good

Total

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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To enter information on the cross table, one would put an "X" in
the box in which the student's choice corresponded to the consultant's
choice. Thus, for entry #1 , in which the student and the consultant both

rated the student's writing abilities as "poor," the "X" would go in the
"poor" box for both the student and the consultant. For entry #2, in which
the student and the consultant both rated the student's writing abilities as

"adequate," the "X" would go in the "adequate" box for both the student
and the consultant. These two entries are shown below:

CONSULTANTS

Students Poor Adequate Good Total
Poor X (entry #1)
Adequate X (entry #2)
Good

Total

10

Subsequent entries would be entered as follows:
CONSULTANTS

Students Poor Adequate Good Total
Poor

X

XXX

(4)

4

Adequate XXXX (4) 4
Good

Total

4

4

2

10

If one adds up the numbers on the diagonal, one will get the s

of 1 0, the same number as the total. This means that 1 0 out of 1 0 resp

of the students and consultants corresponded to one another, a per

correlation.
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Now let us assume that another group of students and consultants

rated the students' writing ability as either poor, adequate, or good. This
time, however, there was total disagreement between them. Student #1
rated himself as "poor," but his consultant rated him as "good." Student
#2 rated herself as "adequate," but her consultant rated her as "adequate,"
and so on. Information could be presented in chart form as follows:

Students
#1

X

Poor

#1

X

#2

#3

#4

X

#5

#6

X

#7

#8

X

#9

#10

X

#10

X

A cross table for this group of non-agreeing students and consultants would look like this:

Students Poor Adequate Good Total
Poor

Adequate

X(l)

1

Good

Total

4

2

4

10

If one adds up the diagonal on this chart, one will get the sum of
zero, indicating that there is no correlation between responses. Thus, the
closer the sum of the diagonal gets to the total, the closer the correspondence between responses.
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APPENDIX A

WRITING CENTER QUESTIONNAIRE
Student Form

Background:
Name

Social

Security

Consultant's

Year

in

#

Name

School

Course

□
Writing

f

Writi
Teacher's

Name

Sex □ M OF
Major

Are
If

not,

what

is

your

native

language?

Questions:
1

.

Is

this

your

first

visit

t

If not, how many times have you come to the Writing Center?

2. Were you assigned to come to the Writing Center

on your own? □ Assigned □ On my own

3. How would you characterize your ability as a writ

My writing skills are: □ poor O adequate □
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4. What was the purpose of this visit to the Writing Center?
(Check all that are appropriate)

□ To get help in understanding an assignment

□ To get help in generating ideas
□ To get feedback on the ideas in my paper
□ To get feedback on the structure of my paper

□ To get help with editing and style
□ To get my grammar checked
□ Other

5. Please describe as fully as possible what you and your consultant
discussed during the conference.

6. Did your consultant ask questions?

□ No questions □ A few questions

□ Some questions □ Many questions

In the space below, please provide an example of a question the

consultant asked.

7. Did your consultant contribute ideas to your paper?
□ No ideas □ A few ideas

□ Some ideas □ Many ideas
8. Did your consultant make corrections to particular words or
sentences in your paper?
□ No corrections □ A few corrections

□ Some corrections □ Many corrections
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9. On a scale of 0-10, please indicate the degree to which the

consultant influenced what was discussed at the conference.

No influence A lot of influence
0

2

4

10.

6

8

On

10

a

scale

conference?

The
0

1

Consultant
2

4

1.

The

6

o

Student

8

10

Were

was discussed at the conference?

you

□ I would have preferred my consultant to have had more
influence over what was discussed at the conference.

□ I was satisfied with the influence my consultant had over

what was discussed at the conference.

□ I would have preferred my consultant to have ad less
influenced over what was discussed at the conference.
12. Did your consultant explain particular characteristics of writing
that make it effective?
□ No □ Yes

If you answered "yes," please indicate below what charac
tics the consultant explained:
□ Characteristics of an effective thesis

□ Characteristics of an effective argument
□ Characteristics of an effective paragraph
□ Characteristics of an effective introduction
□ Characteristics of an effective conclusion
□ Characteristics of Effective Sentences
□ Word Choice
□ A Point of Grammar
□
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13. On a scale of 0-10, please indicate the extent to which the
consultant evaluated the quality of your writing? (whether or not
your text fulfilled the assignment or was well-written, for example.)
Consultant Did Not Evaluate Consultant Evaluated

0

2

4

6

8

10

14.
On
a
scale
of
this
conference

Not Helpful Very Helpful
0

2

4

6

8

10

15.
On
a
scale
that
your
pap
Not
0

Better
2

4

Much
6

Better

8

16.
Did
able
to

10

you
lear
apply
t

□

I

didn't

□

I

learned
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APPENDIX B

WRITING CENTER QUESTIONNAIRE
Consultant Form
1. How would you characterize the student's writing ability?

□ poor □ adequate □ good

2. What was the purpose of this student's visit to the Writing Center?
(Check all that are appropriate)

□ To get help in understanding an assignment

□ To get help in generating ideas
□ To get feedback on the ideas in the paper
□ To get feedback on the structure of the paper
□ To get help with editing and style

□ To check grammar
□ Other

3. Please describe as fully as possible what you and the student
discussed during the conference.

4. Did you ask questions?

□ No questions □ A few questions
□ Some questions □ Many questions
In the space below, please provide an example of a question
you asked.

5. Did you contribute ideas to the paper?
□ No ideas □ A few ideas

□ Some ideas □ Many ideas
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6. Did you make corrections to particular words or sentences in the
paper?
□ No corrections □ A few corrections

□ Some corrections □ Many corrections
7. On a scale of 0-10, please indicate the degree to which you think
you influenced what was discussed at the conference.
No Influence A lot of Influence
0

2

8.

conference?

The

4

6

On

a

Consultant

0

2

9.

4

8

Did

scale

The

6

10

8

of

Student
10

you

effective?

expla

□ No □ Yes

If you answered "yes," please indicate below what characterist
you explained:
□ Characteristics of an effective thesis
□ Characteristics of an effective argument
□ Characteristics of an effective paragraph
□ Characteristics of an effective introduction

□ Characteristics of an effective conclusion
□ Characteristics of Effective Sentences
□ Word Choice

□ A Point of Grammar
□

Other

10.

To

writin

text

f

I Did Not Evaluate I Evaluated
0

2

4
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11. On a scale of 0-10, please indicate whether you think this
conference was successful.

Not Successful Very Successful
0

2

4

6

8

10

12.
On
a
scale
the
student's
Not

0

Better

2

4

Much

6

o
p

Better

8

10

13.
Do
you
think
conference
that
paper?
□ The student didn't learn anything

□ The student learned something

Please specify:
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